
r, ED 'i11 513

AUTHQR
TITLE

PUS15ATE
UT!.

EDRS PRICE
DESCRtPTORe

.IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT'
oi This study examined the feasibility of'*le method of

investigating the develapment.of children's implicit hwaremesi of
syfftacic patterns. An enriched version of the free association
.format was used to test 32 subjects.-The prindipal variabfeg of
interest were the subject's gradellevel, and the syntactic pattern

aand meaningfulness of the semntit relationship betwev words in each
stimulus pair. Kindergarten, second, fourth and sixth grade boys and
girls were individually tested on single word and on' meaningfully t
and 'meaninglessly related.pairs. ,Results indicateci.a,stron4
developmental trend in children's,tendency to match the Syntactic
pattern ,of the 2-word stimulus. This tendency' appeared to be
sensitive to variations in syntactib and semantic relationship4
within-the stimulus wirs. 00)

40UMENT RESUME

PS 008 0/6

Butsoli; °Barbara A. .

Children's Free Associations: to Single Words and to
Meaningfully and Meakingle"SslrRelated Pairs.

:._Apr 75

,15p.: Paper presented at the biennial meeting of "the
iSociety for Research n Child Development (Denve, 1

Colorado, April. 10-13, 1975)

MF-$0.76 HCr$1.58,Plus Postage
*Elementary Education; *Lariguage Development;
*Semantics; *Syntax; Verbal Stimuli; Word Lists
*Free Associations

c

,

4

e,

, I.

*************41***t***********************w****************************
. Documents Acquired ,by ERIC include many informal unpublished
materials-n6t7availAble from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *

* to obtain'the best copy available. nevertheless, items of marginal *4
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affectethe quality ,*

* of the micrOfiche and-4ardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
* via the,ERIC Document epraduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not
.* rsponpible for the quality of the original.document. Reproductions *

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made"from the original.' *,
**********41************************************************************



U.S. DEPARTMENT OP HEALTH.
EDUCATION &WELFARE

1 NATIONAIONSTITUTE OF .

EDUCATION
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO. 1

DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGRI- -
ATI NG IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR QOINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF .

EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY. T.

ed

Children' s Frde kgsociations to. Single Words;

And to Meaningf.'ully and Meaninglessly.ltelated!Pirs

v

'ft

Barbara,. Hutson

Child .Research and Study Center

.1 State Univers14 of. New' York, Albany

4

Paper presented at Society for Research.ln cchild Dell el opineiat., ,..Denver,
.

/ . f
Colorado, April 1975. e

co

Od

-0-



7

"1

ay

c,..
"ACithOWLEDGEKENTS

of

I am grateful for the cooperation of the pupils, teachers, and the principals;

Mr.. Vames.McTighe of St. Catherine of Siena School, Albany., New York; 'Sr. Ann

Marean,. Academy of. the Holy Name School, Albany, New YOrk; Sr. Mary Ann Puina:,"
.1

Blessed Sacrame0 .School Albany, New. York; Sr. Patricia.Pirennan, St. John the

Evarigelist School; Schenectady, New York; and Sr; Mary Presentation, pt. Helen's

School, Schenectady, New York. I arvdeeply appreciatiye of the assistance of

Virginia Hussum and John Sittig in testing, Jane Dean and Sylvia Durban in
. - 1

coordinating research efforts and George Istdoritdy. ia data collection and

scoring. Bob Pfeiffer of the Ccinputing Center of the Statee. lyUniversk 'of New
.0""' )
York at Albany provided invaluable assistance in data analysis.

oe

'

r

0



4.

.

H

o e

A large number of studies, notably those by Ervin (1961), Entwthgle

,
0

4

4(1966); and Palerm?) & Jerikir), (1966), have indicated that dbildren's

,0
free'associations o single-Word stimuli shoW an increasing tendency for

1

. the response to match,-bhe grammatical category of the stimulus. A child )

of age five, given the stimulus "pretty" may respond""flower," which is

termed a-syntagmatic, response in that "pretty flower" forms a sentence-

.

like pattetn. A child of eight or nine given the same stimulus is likely
Y

to respond "ugly" or "beautiful,' which would be termed paradigmatic
-

responses in that the 'response matches the. graMMatical paradigm th4,

stimulus. The'typical age of the shift from syntagmatisto paradigmatic

responses varies somewhat with the grammatical form --nouns, fv.example

are malched*relatively early, adverbs relatively'late. Ther;central. thrust

of such studies is that during the eleiaentary years children show an

4
increasing tendency to indicate in their responses art implicit awareness

of grammatical form.

Although studies:using relatively controlled experimental forms such

as free associations, free recall, proactive inhibition, etc., have

enriched bur

some.who ask

the ongoirfg,

knowledge of certain aspects Of verbal behavior, there are

"Wilt has that to do with language?" By language, they mean

complexly ,drAermined structural arrangement of sentence

elements, which seldom consists of, words in isolation. e sthdy of
,

children's expressive use of syntax hardly becomes linteresting until they
4.

begin :to Tut two or three-words together. The observational studies of
o

children's acqUisition of.syntax, however, have certain disadvantages --

the rich context in which children's.utterances are embedded is quite

difficult to control. or even to specify, and the probability of a given.

,)Isi, 0 4
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A'v7,1. 1::;tes.onse is perhaprconditioned by many. factors other than availability
.:1

4

k, '44.

a given syntactic cOncepta
. ..

";
.

s.4" .' :.' = -% '-'. The pringipal object of-the present stddy.was .
to determine whether it

..
,

' 4
.

. , ,

q :
is feasible to stUdy development of implicit awareness of-syntactic patterns

. , . . . ..

4 .

by employing an enrichediVersion of the free association format. 4Since the
''' , * ''.

._

,

juxtapOsggton (Di' two,yords forms a syntactic pattern, by employing pairs.

i

of words rather than single word a as stitaii, we can tap awareness of

, syntactic ratterns rather than the grammatical aasses cll' indthdual words.'

' 4
i

For exadhaple, if in response to "happy baby" the child says "sad mother," ,

. . ..

, he has matched--6,6 adjective - noun syntactic pa ttetn. It is thus possible

4.. ,

tto,examine developmental trends.ln the '!endency to match the syntactic'

f

'patterns of tw o-word stimuli and io determine whether certain syntactic

patterns are more easily matched than...others. #

It is possible, however, that the child is responding primarily to

semantic features such as mood-person for "happy baby," rather than to

syntaetio:featutes, A number-ef studies-hav e shown that children's

responses to syntactic form may be strongly affected, at leastoduring

early stages of acquisition of a given form-, by semantic factors. Hutson

(1974, 1975), 44r example, has demonstrated that improbable Passive '

'sentences Such as "The mother was Washed by the baby" are. moredifficult
, .

for chi*nto comprehend than are Probable Passive sentences such as

"The baby was washed by the mother," even though the.syntactic,form is

the same. In the contextf the present study it was possible to vary;

*semantic content, while keeping syntactic fdrm constant, by presenting

a,

both meaningfUlly related word pairs such as "happy baby" and meaninglessly

V.

V.

I

1



Zt

-3-

4

related pairs such as "happy rock." Itis not. the meaningfulness of the

' individual words but the meaningftlness of the relationship of the words

/ '
4

that is being varied. Alt)lough it is possible for individuals to add

'*. ,specifications or idiosyncratic associations to make almost anYthingtii
,

meaningful, phrases such as "happy rock," "break sarri" and "fork cries"

are certainly'Atranger than the corresponding meaningful phikSes "hapiY

is
k

baby," "break sand," and "fork cuts'."

In thistudy, then, the princtal varialllesOf:interest were grade, .-;

r

syntactic pattern, and meaningfulness of. the semantic relationship. It

-was expected that means for correct matches,of syntactic pattern would

increase by grade, and that meant would be higher for meaningfully related

I

O

IQ

pairs.thap.for meaninglessly,related pail's. Although it was expected that

the various syntactic patterns would be of differential difficulty, and
;

. that semantic relatipnship would have its greatest impact during the early

phases of development of awareness of a given,syntactic pattern, it, was not

4
possible to specify in advance the order to difficulty.

METHOD

',Subjects:-
. #

ThirY-two subjects were individually teste'd in each of four grades

(kindergarten; second, fourth and sixth) with equal nuTbeA'of males and

females at each-grade. Subjects were randomly drawn from foUr parochial

schools serving predominantly lower-middle cliassfamilies in twomedi11-

.sized Northeastern cities:

Materials:

A pool of items was formed for,each of four syntactic patterns.-- noun- c

maim, npun-verb,, adjective-noun, verb -noun ,After initial' tryout, four

/

;) 6
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meaningfully related and corresponding unrelated pairs,were selected for
... A

-t.

teach sSaactic pltern

pai1,,rs, for example, was "happy baby," and the corresponding unrelated pair

ci One'of the meaningfully related adjective-noun
k

was "happyhappy rock. (See Table 1)
r

. .. J. .

Syntactic patterns were randomly assigned {to position within the 'first
4

., i

ar4 'second half' and,of each 'section ofIist *, individual items were then
.

. ,
.

,,,,

srandamly,Asigned to each of these slots. Within each halfof a section

. 3 4.
of the

).
ist, items were randomly assigned to be presented in List A as

k

It
theaningf4
.
versions oe

mingles s

Procedures:

, ,

o; mennnilessVI4rd. List B was cormed,fram the meaningless
.N

\ 4 ./.A
the meaningful itemsand%thecmeaningfUl versions of the,

of .
.

items used iri List A.'

.Within each grade

testing on List A or List B,

were always given, first, but

0

and sex, subjects were randomly assigned toindd.viduAl
0 ," .

and to order of preseAttion; Single weds

.

0 theaningfill paiANbefore meaningieSs, and ha,_f,thdsubjects heard the

meaningless pairs befofv,the theahingful.

i.

half the'sAbjects received the set of eight
<

Instl.uctions:,

$

For Single-worA,items, ft+.1 ir 11 say one word And you say one word; any.

6 ,,
word it makes you think or." Fox' pairs, %Ill saYtwa;words

7
this time,

and You bay two other words, any two you think of."
4

more than or lessthan the number the.words,requegted or repeated the

If abject gave

stimulus words, 'he was reminded -the first two:times this occurred, but

after that tp.s answers were simply accepted,

Scoring:

1.
Responses to the single -word stimuli.weretscored

.

the. grathmaticalclasa of stimequs and response,
0 . .,

,
.

r )0'00 7

in terms of match,Qf

g
)

generally-followin

o

. 0
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Ervin's (1961) scoring prOceddtes,

4

"

. . , .

Response pto airs were seared in two ways., In.order to.analyze-4
1

Layntactia mattil on an individual word levell''pairs of words were scored

1 if 1 word matched, or 2 if bot h words matched .6he syntactic categories'

of thestimulug pair, even if not in the same order, If neither word
.

matched, or if blith stimulus words were repeated, the response was scored

` 0;;if.1 new word Was combined with 1 repeated word (e.g., "candles burn ".

in:response to ".lights burn"), the non-:repeatedportion Of the response

was acgeptedand scored in terms of its syntactic match.
1

'

The second scoring systek rated match of the overall syntactic

ttern -- a Matich On both word-blasses, in correct order. Matches were

scorecr2, mismatches 0, for a total'pOssible score.of'16 on each type.
0

For verb-noun pairs such as "eat 1-9,,rbad';"an answer-such as "drink soup"

would be scored 2, but "good bread"%oUld be scored 0 because at follows 0,

2

another pattern (adjective-noun), although such afresponSe would be scored
. ,

1.

r

as partially correct under the other scoring system.
.6

Design:
,

.

For analysis of pattern- matches, the'design was a 4-x 2 x 4 x 2°

'fgctorial .(C.krade x List x. Synttictic Typo x Semantic Relationship), with p.

.

repeated measures on syntax and ,semantic. Tukey's a teat was applied to

significant effects. 4

1

r
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1: (p. 5) AniiiSis ISf responses to singe words and bf ward-maidh of responses, .

a.

to pairs ii not .presented In
N
this report, but is available if Specifically re-

- /

'I

muftm-bad_ They -c vmre no effects on pa*ern.match, for sex or ord4ro

' a

,

.

. 2. (p. 8) Another way'of desCribing this inteielbtion (1.1h4h is'of Marginal
. .., '' '-, , . . ,

-' signifiance) is tor state that witnin mept@ syntactic pattern; means, for meaning-
,.

' '

. , .0'
,

fully reldied and"meaninglesely related 'pairs were not significantly different.

Within the\responses to meaninglessly related pairs, the prder of difficulty, for .

. .

, N,, ,

<I'

.

e .
syntactic pattern was the -same as in the main effect for syntax (nt..n ) a-n' >

. 4 .4' 40' ..
.-

.. v-n ) n-v). 'Withirf the responses to Meaningfully related pairs the order of

-r

t

.0

a-41 and,y-nwas leversed, but then

- a

means were not Significantly difflient,,

0

U

0

)0 1 0
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Single
Words

dress

in

bake

flowers

'ugly

rceen ,,

under

stop .00

... TABLE 1

Items Used in Eree. Associate's Task

;

Meaningful Pairs Meaningless Pairs'

it
List ,A Liist4-A

a.

NN car truck NN hat broom

'fork cuts 4 .1.,10/ frpgs read

AN pretty 'lady AN . happy rock

VN eat bread VN drive shirt

,

.

NN dog ? cat . NN chair horse <

t ,
.,

AN large bottle AN .xotteng ice . ,

4 t / r

VN break , bat '11211:. drop floor

NV lights burn r NV, . caw claps'

Dist B List B

-..
VN drive .car liN( eat sunshine

, ..
,

AN happy. baby AN
.,

, pretty m.lk
./ S ,.

hat- head NN car
,

shoe. -4

,z,

NV frogs fat, NV fo4k cries
I

b.

) .
.

VN droP .

. AN *rotten

NN chair

-/ .

NV cow

plate

garbage

-table

eats .

piol

,VN break sand .

AN large air

DV dog cloud

NV lights. talk-

A

,

't
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SatirCA

WILE 2 .

t

ANOVA for pattern-Match Responses

MS

'

en (127)

Grad 3 57.276,- 18.915y*

.List 1 6.890 2.275

Grade X List', 3 9i609 3.173*

Error 1 124 3.b28

4"Within 902

1.5(4

1.573'

.250

/4.635

1.380

t-
Semantics Relatedness

Semantic x Grade -

Semantic x List

Semantic x Grade x List

,

Error 2 r

1

1

3

120

Syntactic Pattern

Syntax x Grade
- /

Syntax xUst

8yritax x Grade x Liet

Error 3

3
k

9

, 360.

Semantic x Syntactic

Semantic x Syntactic x,Grade

Semantic x Syntactic x List

Semantic x S3ntactica Grade x List

Error 4

TOTAL

411) < .05, .14.1) < .001

r9
360

(io24)

) 112

75.464' 48.744*

6.141 3.967*

1.755 1.134

3.293 ,. 2.127*

1.548 .0

6.573'' 5.795**

1,181. .44. 0141

'9.40 8.3.504'Hc.

1.674 1.476

1.134

\.
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Meane" foi Pattern-Maicii .of .Pare" by .Grade and. Syntactic Pattern

Syntadtid

-Pattern

7F1O.SUrib-11011ri

nounverb

Verb-no*.

adjective-noun

O

Total "Grade Mean

A

e° ,, - Total'
, Pattern

. ".%
Oracle". N

IC, 2 4 ....)

6 ., Mean
-____...........)

4

1.56 ,1.47 )1:75 2.,3I : ' 1.78

-

.19 .59 -, .47

.34 .81,

.42

1..06

1.16 1472 -2.25

1.01. 1;25 1.71

.52

.91

1.34

n-n = noun-noun

m- = noun-verb.

v -n = verb-no=

a-n = adjective-noun

34



Pattern

noun -noun

noun -verb

verb -noun

adjective -noun'

Total

TABLE 1+

Means for-retternrMatch of Pairs by Syntactic
Pattern and Semantic Relatedness

'Semantic Relatedness

.Related_ UArelated TOtal

FIGURE 2

1.86 ,

.64

*70

1.19

1.10 /

Mean Correct Pattern,Matches

1.78

.52

.91

1.34

3..14

3,1.-Aam- noun-noun

n-v = noun-verb

v -n = verb-noun

a-n =,adjectivernoun

Syntactic Patterns

,1 f3

Meaningful

Meanirigless
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List

4,

TABLE 5

Means for Pattern-Match of Pairs by Grade and List

Grade

K 2 6

V

Total

.81'. / 1.34

.38 1.20 3.46

1.22

1.05

Total 1.01

TABLE 6

1.25 1.71 -

Means for Pattern Match by Semantic Relationship,

Syntactic Pattern and-List

LLTTA.
Meaning- Meaning-

Syntactic fully lessly
Pattern Related Related

'

Combined

Meaning-
fully
Related

.

I eening-

lessly
Related Combined

0-

Total

noun-noun 2.06 1.34 1.76 1.81 1.90 1.85 1.78

noun-verb .31 .72 .52 .50 -.56 .53 .52

verb-noun .94 J .94 .94 i.28 .47 .88 .91

adjective-noun 1.78 1.19 1.48 lag 1.19 1.19 1.34

Total 1.27 1.05 1.16 1.20 1.03 , 1:11 144

N7.1280 Maximum score . 4.00

/

I) 15


